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Federal Communications Commission ]
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222 FEDERAL COMMUMGATIONS COMMISSION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Ex Parte Meeting
CC Dkt. No. 97-208 Applications by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. for Provisioning of In-Region, interLATA
Service in South Carolina.

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and |
of AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney
of the Common Carrier Bureau’s Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss
information regarding Ameritech’s Operational Support Systems as well as the
communications that AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to

obtaining combinations of network elements. Attached are several documents
distributed during the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the following business day
to the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of the
Commission's rules.

Sincerely,
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cc: ] Jennings
J. Oxman
M. Pryor
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30 South Wacker Drive
Floor 39

Chicago. IL 60606
Ottics 312/750-5367
Fax 312%609-6307

eﬂteCh - Jobn 7. Lonaken
Assistant General Counssi

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

October 17, 1897

William A. Davis li

AT&T

Chief Regulatory Counsel
13" Floor

227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, lllinois 60608

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated October 8, 1997, which | received on

October 14, 1997. You asked for Amentach's written position regarding the so-
called UNE Platform.

Bill, AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Platform, as defined by AT&T, is inconsistent with the

Telecommunications Act of 1996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companies.

As | represented to you and to Len Cali. Ameritech agreed to work to impiement
the UNE Platformn during the time this issue remained unresoived on appeal.
Our agreement to work with AT&T, however, was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiving its iegal rights. As such, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech’s decision to “litigate” this issue is puzzling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platform has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8, 1986 release of the FCC's
First Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit, fited on October 14, 1897, now resolves the platform issue.
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As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing, including
Ameritech's:

Section 251(c)(3) requires an incumbent LEC to provide access to
the elements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251(c)(3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEC's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any tesser existing
combination of two or more elements) in order to offer competitive
telecommunications services.

As | understand it, AT&T's “assume-as-is" UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembled network elements on a combined — as opposed to an
unbundied — basis. As such, AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is inconsistent

with Section 251(c)(3), and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agresment. '

Therefore, continued implementation discussions regarding AT&T's UNE
Platform do not seem productive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&T's access to unbundled network elements
under our interconnection agreement in a manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion should be coordinated with AT&T's

account management team, which | assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (312/867-5568) a call.

Sincerely,
n T. Lenahan
JTL:plj

c Neil Cox
Mike Karson

CLENAKRAN\tI152.doc
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Wililam A, Davis 1}
Chiel Regulatory Counsel
Central Region

13th Floor

227 Wesl Monroe Siresl
Chicago. iL 60606
312 230-2636

October 23, 1997

John T. Lenahan, Esq.

Assistant General Counsel
Ameritech

30 South Wacker Drive, Floor 39
Chicago, [L 60606

Dear John:

I have your response of October 17, 1997 to my letter of October 8, 1997
concerning the UNE Platform. Obviously our companies have on-going differences
that are incapable of being resolved in correspondence between the two of us, but [ will
respond briefly to your letter and address the question of how we may best pursue
platform issues going forward.

I am puzzied by your statement that AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is
both inconsistent with Section 251(c) of the Act and "clearly outside the scope of our
interconnection agreement.” | understand your citation to the 8* Circuit Court of
Appeals’ decision of October 14, 1997 in connection with the first point (and as noted
we will continue to differ on the merits of that reading of the Act); at the same ume,
however, there exists clear state law basis for the platform in a number of our states
(¢.g., Michigan, Illinois). Moreover, as to the scope of the interconnection agreements,
I wonder whether and how your position takes into account Schedule 9.5, Sec.1.17,
which provides:

"When AT&T orders Network Elements or Combinations that are
currenuly interconnected and functional and remain interconnected to the
same adjacent Network Elements, such Network Elements and
Combinations will remain interconnected and functional without any
disconnection or disruption of functionality of such Network Elements.
There shall be no charge for such intercoanection. Consequently, for
Ameritech rewil Customers who simply wish to switch their local
service providers and keep the same type of service provided through the
same equipment, this method of ordering will accomplish this with no
physical changes required in the existing Network Elements, Under
these circumstances, it shall not be necessary for AT&T to collocate

0
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equipment in Ameritech Cenwal Offices to connect the unbundled
Network Element. If shared Network Elements are used, Ameritech will
be responsible for all engineering, provisioning and maintenance of

these components to ensure they support the agreed-upon grade of
service.”

Among the nctwork "combinations” which Ameritech agreed to provide pursuant to
Section 9.3.4, of course, is the "Unbundled Element Pladform with Operator Services
and Directory Assistance." We rcad these sections of the interconnection agreement to
provide expressly for AT&T's version of the UNE Platform, and I am thereforc at a
loss as to how Ameritech can reconcile these provisions with its position that the
AT&T UNE Platform is "putside the scope” of our agreement

In any event, and without prejudice to our legal positions, AT&T is prepared to
pursue discussions of UNE Platform issues — including Ameritech's proposed approach
to UNE availability in light of the 8* Circuir's ruling — from an operational and
business perspective. In particular, AT&T will need to know with specificity just how
Ameritech proposes to make cach UNE available 10 requesting carriers on a scparated
basis in a manner that will allow those requesting carmiers to combine such clements.
Bruce Bennctt will be taking up these issues, consistent with your suggestion, in
discussions with Ameritech’'s AT&T account management team.

Sincerely,
@H J)ww
William A. Davis, I1

cc:  Neil Cox, Esq.
Mike Karson, Esq.

bee: Len Cali
Bruce Bennen
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Bruce C. Bennent 25th Floor
Ouwector ol 227 W Monrae Sireet
S-aauct Delverv Chicago. IL 80606-5016

212 2302312
TAX 1312 230-8888

November 14, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE

Daniel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Implementation
Ameritech

350 North Orlcans. 3 Floor
Chicagp, Illinois 60654

Dcar Dan,

in our November 6, 1997 mecting we discussed certain operationsl issucs assacisted with Ameritech's
proposcd methods for making UNEs available to CLECs, assuming the 8* Circuit Courr decision is not
overtumecd. Ameritech’s response, in general, was that the CLECs would be required to recombine
Netwark Elements in collocation space purchased on terms and conditions per the interconnection
Agreement. This letter scis forth AT&T's undersnding of Amcritech's requircments based on our
discussions and sceks vour confirmation of our undersuanding. Also, AT®T is submirtting additianal
questions to better understand Ameritech's operational plans and requirements for recombined UNEs.
Amcritech agreed to respond to in writing to additional questions on UNE recombining.

Listed below are the questions AT& T asked Ameritech in our megiing and the Ameritech responses as we
undersiand them:

1. Whatare the eicments Americech will offer 1o CLECs on an unbuadied basis?

Ameritech will keep the loop and NID connected and will not provide a lcop without a NID. The
clemenws Ameritech will make available are: loap and NID combined. {ocal switching including
signaling inherent in the switch (inciuding access to databases). ransport — both dedicated and
Ameritech's version of “shared™. tandem switching, tandem transport and OS/DA.

2. Haw will CLECs be required 1o recombine tha elemonts?

Ameritech requires CLECs to combine elements in callocation space. Each CLEC will require
callocation space in cach central office, including tandern offices. in order 1o recombine UNEs. Atthe
Main Distribution Frame. Amenitech will “disconnect” an existing loop when a CLEC Mumnishes a vaiid
customer request for service. Ameritech would establish jumpers for both the ioop and switch side
connection on Ameritech’'s Main Distribution Frame (“MDF™). An Ameritech-appraved third party
vendor would be required to establish the connection between the collocation cage and Ameritech’s
MDF. Ths CLEC will establish is own MDF in its coliocarion cage and will be responsible for
physically cross—connecting loop jumpers and linc port jumapers on its MDF. Ameritech indicated that

@l-—:—'—
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a CLEC may make all the confiections within its cage at one time. Additionally, Ameritech indicated
that an Intermediate Distribution Frame (“|DF”) connection between its MDF and the collocation cage
may also be required in some centrat offices. Ameritech said it would not utilize a common frame
outside of the collocation space 1o terminate multiple CLECs' cross-connects. Morcover. cross-

connection of Ameritech switching with dedicated transport trunks would be pertormed in the
colloceted space under Ameritech's definition of “shared” fransport.

3. Does aAmeritech allow CLECS to share the same intcroffice transport used by Ameritech?

No. A CLEC purchasing UNE interotfice transport will be purchasing dedicated interoffice rrunks and
cannot simultancously use the same interotfice tansport used by Amentech.

4. Can CLECs purchase Ameritech’'s “shared” transport in quantities smaller than a full trunk
group?

The lowest quantity currently negotiated and practically implcmented for interconnection is the DS
level. Upan request. Ameritech will split the “shared” transpors bill for a DS | among sharing CLECs.

5. How dats Ameritech complete a line assignment for its existing customers?

A physical disconnection and reconnection often is not nccessary when an existing loop is assigned 10

an Ameritech customer: rather. Amenitech is able to accomplish this wsk via an elecoronic (keyboard)
input.

6. Does 8 CLEC bave to purchase signaling separste from switching?

No. On the linc side, the line card has signaling as an embedded function, On the ounk side, a CLEC
can purchase cither MF or SS7 trunks. The basic signaling capability is inherent in the switch;
signaling is not ordered scparately if switching is ordersd. This banic signaling capability inciudes
access 10 the Amerirech daabascs (i.c. 800/888, 911, LIDB, cic. danabases). A CLEC purchasing
switching and SS7 trunks does not have to purchase separate accoss 1o Ameritech's signaling network
and associsted databases, Signaling includes both TCAP and ISUP signaling.

When will Amcritech's unbundied elements ordering guide be updated to reflect the B circuit
caurt ruling?

Ameritech promised to fumish a date for updating its unbundicd ordering guide. (AT&T posed this
question to aur Ameritech Account Manager on 10/23/97 and is still waiting for an answer. Ameritech

has s message on its WEB site indicating thar the unbundled.ordering guide will be updated (o reflect
the 8% Circuit Court ruling).

8. Wil amcritech sllow CLECs to recombine UNEgs without cojlacation? Is Ameritech cambining
clements today via & remote terminal?

Ameritech requires collocatien for CLEC recambining of UNEs. For the vast majoriry of Ameritech’s
oW customers. service is provisioned via a software update using & remoie terminal. Ameritech
makes a physical connection to provide service only for new lines (e.§. second lines).

9. Are thers wayy that CLECs can have dlrect acceas to the Ameritech MDFT s there softwere to
recombine without a physical recoonection?

Ameritech docs not anticipate providing CLECs direct access to Ameritech equipment. Ameritech has
net given sny thaught ta a software- based method of recombining separate elements.
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10.

14.

16.

7.

What hsppens if Ameritech does not have sufficicnt room to accommodatse collacation in a
specific centrsl office?

Under these circumnstances. Ameritech would allow virtual collocation. ang would require Ameritech
escort of the CLEC technician 1o pertorm work on the virrually collocated equipment,

. Can CLECs pre-wire in a collocation space?

Ameritech will not prohibit a CLEC from prewiring in its colloceted space. A CLEC can also prewire
all of its tic lines to and from the MDF (or IDF where one exists) af one time.

. How will Ameritech ensure coordination of the {oop and line port ronnectiony for each CLEC

customer scrvice order?

The CLEC would have ta specifv the physical appearances of the ioop and switch line port on the

individual orders. Amecnitech has processes in place 10 coordinate the separate orders required for the
loop and the line port on the swiich.

. How many loop and line port jumper connections could Ameritech camplete in a single dav?

Ameritech indicated there is a physical limit to the number ot conversions which can be done in any
given day because of the manual effort invoived, but was not able 10 quanuify this limit, To date.

Amecritech has not complcied any srudies or given any thought to what the maximum number of daily
connestions would be.

Assume a CLEC intends to purchase cotlocation space solely far purpases of recombining the
necessary UNEs into the platlorm combination, rather thas purchasing collocstion space for
providing facilities-based service, and thercfore will not need space for equipment such as light
guide equipment: under these circumsiances will Ameritech allow the CLEC to purchase
coliocation space in incrementy less than |00 square feet?

Yes. Ameritech will reconsider minimum UNE collecation space requirements, and will provide
AT&T with & response on this question.

. Callocation requircments will increase the loap iength. [f this additional length necessitates laop

conditioning, who is responsible for performing the conditloning — Ameritech or the CLEC?

The CLEC is responsible.

Will Ameritech provide CLECs access to its engineering records, since the records need to be
updsted to reflect the new ioop length to ensure MLT testing works properily?

As necessary, access (o records will be provided. Ameritech said it would investigate MLT impacus of
its collocation proposal and will provide AT&T an answer,

How doss msintenance of the recombined unbundied clements work?

Ameritech has responsibility for the actual mainicnance of the eiements and the CLEC has
responsibility for properlv combining the elements. The CLEC must identify and sectionalize the
maintenance problem. The CLEC must notify Ameritech which elements are not working properly

and Ameritech will initiate corrective action. Ameritech will provide CLECs aceess to the necessary
maintenance toots and diagnostuics.
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Listed below arc additional questions related to Ameritech’s requirements for CLECs to recombine
unbundled nerwork elements:

18. Has Amenitech developed methods and procedures 1o describe how it will separate already-combined

clements and how CLECs will be required to recombine clements? If not, when will this be done and
when will the M&P's be availablc to CLECs?

19. What OSS impacts are anticipated from Ameritech’s recombining proposals? What OSS will

Ameritech access/utilize to separate elements and will CLECs utilize to recpmbine elemens? How
will Ameritech provide CLECs access to these OSS?

20. What impact does Amenitech’s recombining proposal have on engineering and inventory records?
What recards will Ameritech access or modify to separare already connected slemena? What records
will need to be accessed and/or updated for a CLEC to complete recombination of UNEs? What is
Ameritech’s plan to accurately mainmin such records? How will.muitiple CLECs using recombined
UNE3 be given access 10 Ameritech’s engincering and inventory records?

21. Has Ameritech investigated any altcmatives 1o collocation for the recombination of network element
(for example, praviding CLECs dircct access 1o Ameritech's network equipment for physical
recombining or logical separation and recombining)? 1130, what arc Ameritcch's reasons for not
making these sliernatives svailablo to CLECs? 1 not. when will this investigation be donc?

22. Will Ameritech have any resorictions on the number of rccombined UNE customers which may be
converted to CLECs on a daily basis?

23. How quickly can Ameritech inswall collocauon cages in all of the Ameritech Michigen cenmal offices?

24. What is the availability of coliocated space in each Ameritach cenmral office? Pleasc describe any
limitations which may exist,

25. Assuming 8 CLEC has prewired loop and switch conaections in its collocation space to blocks on
Ameritech MDF and/or 1DF frames, what is the expected duration of customer down time for
conversion of an existing Amenitech customer to 8 UNE CLEC customer?

26. How does Ameritech proposc to remedy the provisioning/service parity issues associaled with {s
collocanon proposal e.g., (|) elecoonic provisioning vs manual provisianing: (2) additioneli loop
lengrhs: (3) additions| possible potnts of failure?

Thank you for your cooperation on this maaer. [ you have any questions | can be reached at (312) 230-
32,

Sincerely,
Oruas Caneatt
Bruce Bennen

BB/cy
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AT&T Ciizziate Cantar
November | 8. 1997 227 West izqroa
Chicago. .. .~i5 80606

Bonnie Hemphiil

General Manager - AT&T CLEC Sales
Amentech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3

Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Bonnic:

As mentioned in myv last correspondence to you the AT&T Collocation team would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forecast for Ameritech. At that meeting, several
observations were noted which impact the coordination and development of the forecast
data which we are to provide to Ameritech. [n light of Ameritech’s position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network elements, and its insistence
upon combining network elements through collocation, the team needs to reconsider the
impact on our collocation requirements in Amentech end offices. Our current collocation
data and analysis must now be re-evaluated to determine how to factor in this criterion.
Consequently, inorder to provide you with an useful forecast, ] have requested that the
-AT&T Collocation team reassess our curtent forecast data and make the appropriate
modificatons.

The reassessment and analysis of these revisions would ultimately impact the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Coellocation Planning) of the implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes to provide Amentech with a two-year rolling revised annually forecast
starting on January 20 1998 for the Termination Points. Existing Space, Future LSO's in
Existing Market and Future LSO’s. We would also submit on a two-year rolling revised
Quarterly forecast for Power starting on January 20, April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
information 10 Ameritech (Aftachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not account
for the latest information, in this case consideration of Ameritech’s position on the 8th
Circuit decision, does not provide it’s intended value. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriatc to consider a six month true up option in the two-year
forecast. As of this time however, I can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
collocation in Wisconsin or Indiana for 1998. Should that plan change due to our

business needs, I will notify you in a timely fashion so as to provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requirements.



Your feedback on this proposal is necessary for our ream 1o move forward.
If you have any questions or need further clarification regarding the aforementioned |
can be contacted at 312-230-2450.

Antoinette Thomas

Copy to:

Steve Hunsberger
Rhonda Johnson
Dan Noorani

Rob Polete
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Bruce C. Bannetl Z5tn Flaor

Dirgctor o 227 W. Monroe Street

Praduct Delivery Chicago, Il. 80808-5018
312 230-3312

FAX 312 230-8886

December 16, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Implementation
Ameritech

350 North Orleans, 379 Floor
Chicago. lllinois 60654

Dear Dan,

[ am following up on the starus of a response 10 my November 14, 1997 letter (attached) I sent
you following our November 6, 1997 meeting. Included in the letter is a series of questions we
asked Ameritech at the meeting and AT&T's understanding of Ameritech’s responses. Wo also
included questions related 10 Ameritech’s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled
nctwork clements which were not specifically addressed at the meeting. It has been over a month
since [ sent you the leger which Ameritech agreed to respond to in writing, and [ have not

received a response. We would really appreciate Ameritech’s answers to these questions as
quickly as possible.

If you should have any questions or would like 1o discuss anything | can be reached at (312) 230-
3312. Thank you in advance for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

G By
Bruce Bennen
BB/cv
Attachment

ce: Bonnic Hemphill
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Bruce C. Bennett 25th Fioor

Director of 227 W. Monroe Stree!

Product Delivery Chicage. IL 608DB-5016
312 230-3312

FAX 312 230-8886

January 28, 1998

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and Implementation
Ameritech

350 North Orleans. 379 Floor
Chicago, [Hinois 60654

Dear Dan,

[ am following up on the status of a response to my December 16, 1997 and November 14, 1997
letters regarding Ameritech’s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled nerwork

elements. We have not vet received the response you agreed to provide and therefore can only
assume that we have correctly characterized Ameritech's position an recombination in the
November 14, 1997 fener.

If Ameritech’s ppsition on these issues has changed we would greatly appreciate a response to
our {ctrer.

Sincerely,
f/ﬁwf’

Bruce Bennen

BR/cv

cc: Bonnie Hemphull
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Ameritechd [alormation ladustry Services
330 N. Ovicanx. Flooe 3

Quicagr, [llinois G06S¢

Phone: J12335-6559 Fax: 312/335-2927

meritech

Febnxxry 10, 1998

Boanis Hesmpbill
Gesera) Masager - AT&T

Mr. Bruce Bement

Director of Preduct Delivery
AT&T ’

277 W. Monsoc, 25* Floor
Chicago, Olincis 60606

Deaxr Bruce,

This responds to your letter of Novemder 14, 1997 to Dan Kocher and subsequent
carrcspandence cancerning the November 6. 1997 merting when Dan, Mike Karson and | were
invited 1o speak with Maweco Gerson. Bob Sherry, Bob Falcane and yourself covcernng
AT&T's sbility to combinc octwork cicrnents pursuant 1o the Fighth Cirasit Court's ruling.
That meeniag was beld as a follow-up to John Lenahan’s October, 17, 1997 lener.

At that thres hour mestiag, we deacribed in dewil how Amearitech today provides accos w
network clements and how AT&T could, {1t chose 10 do sa, use thase existing arragements W
combine thase necwork clemans with (13 own fScilitics or with other network elemernts providod
by Amciuxh to provide teiccommumnicanions sarvicey. While our discussion dealt with dewils,
the subject manier roeelf was not oew to any of us. The manncr in which Amentach provides
accexs o these nerwork clemems bas been exwensively documented at Ameritech's wed site, in
owr Imercommection Agreement and it associxzed lmplcrna:u:lm Plan. and in the thousands of
pages filed with Amerech’s rwo 271 applications.

During the mesting, we mphnizad the following points:

L Amcritech has provided other CLECs with acoess 10 tens of thousands of unbundled
loops which have been successfully combinad within thase criers’ nerworks o serve
telr custorners. Procedures have boen extablithed w0 coocdingie the disconnecnion of
Ameritech s rewil service wath the inwallman of a CLEC's service to minimize ey
cusomer inconvemence durgg the tansition.

2. Aneritech docs not dictwze to AT&T how network elemenms thas it purchases should be
combmned Oun several occasions Dun Kocher corrected misstarements made by the
AT&T roprescreatives thn Amerttech was “requiring” AT&T to perform cenain
functions in combining network slemears.

3. Ahhough it is obvious tha: combining nerwoark clamezs as they ore caromly provided
cam be accomplisbed in coliocanon space. Ameritech is open to negotiae any other



technically feasible alternative that AT&T cases to propose. AT&T indicated that it
would be making such a proposal shardly.

Unfortunmcly, although the mecning was eszablished to exchange our respective vicws of the
court’s dexision. once the mecting started you provided little expianation of AT&T's pasition on
the issue. You sixted thx you were not authorized 10 discuss AT&T s views a1 that time.
Several dmes duriag the mesxing, you or anc of the other AT&T represcomamives indicatad that
AT&T was preparing altemazive wrrangements which it mrended to forraally propose 1o
Ameritech. As the meeting adjourned, it was Ameritech’s undersanding that ATET would be
making those proposals in the near fimure, It wes 1o thoss forthcommg proposals that Ameritech
agroed 10 respoad.  Nexrty three marhs bave passed simee that meeting.  To date, Amcritoch has
not reccived any proposals fram AT&T cven though the Eighth Circuit's order was clear thar the
respansibility to combine nctwork elemarn rests with AT&T, aot Ameritech.

With regad to the November 14® correspandence, 1 must admit that there was soms puzzemen
on our part when we received your document whan we undarstood that AT&T was preparing to
open negoriations oo an altemanive proposal to the eusting callocwion wrangoments. Owr
ariginal intention was w respand when AT&T shared its proposal with us. However, 1 think it 1s
now cbvicus that your proposal is delgyed. You may refer to the three points listed shove as an
accurme nummery of Ameritech’s position aad Amernech's willingness and ability to provide
access to peswork clements 40 that tey can be combined by AT&T(with domils provided in the
extensive documentstion menticacd carlier).

1 also beliove that AT&T's pasition coezainsd i its {forecan: lectayy of November 18, 1997 and
Deceraber 18, 1997 waa disimgemuous. Since AT&T has stcadfastly cefirsad to accepe bath the
"UNE pladorm and shared ranspart definitions cogtained in our intercaoncction Agrocment or he
Eighth Circuit’s rulings. ey could have no impact an AT& T s ability to fulfil] its cantractal
obligmmons for forecasts. In any case, since you now have our respause, there shoild be no
further impadiment o yowr forcoastung procoss.

I aiso note that AT&T has publicly ammounced ehendonment of ity resale cfforts although
subatantial order vohlumes contmus through our service camcr. [ am curious as w whethrr this
snouncement, alang with the Eighth Ciraunt’s ruling, will resuit in a changed positon vis-s-vis
the UNE Platform. whiciy for all intent and purposes was nathing more then resale t TELRIC
rarcs. If you bave oy information with regard to this sinuation that you would be willing w
shere, Amertrech would appreciste it

Bruce, o the extam you wish 10 cuuax mito meoanmgful dislogue oo your parwork element
combisanion alteManives. your accowm team 1 Ameritech, stands ready to do so. When You

cbeain the suthonization to discuss these items, plesse fepl free to forward any proposals you wish
Ameriusch to coasider.

Sincexely,

omnss Mo pst

= TOTA. PREE.E3 »=
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Brucs C, Bennett 25th Floor

Director of 227 W. Monrose Stresl

Product Delivery Chicago, IL 80608-5016
312 230-3312

FAX 312 230-8886

February 27, 1998

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemphill

General Manager

Ameritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans

Floor 3

Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Bonnie:

I am in receipt of your February 10, 1998 letter replying o my letier of November 14,
1997. Your letter fails 1o respond 1o AT&T's requests — contained in my initial Jetter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on December 16, 1997 and January 28, 1998 that
Ameritech clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes 10 make available
unbundled UNEs to CLECs. including an explanation of how Ameritech combines UNEs for its
own use and how Ameritech will separate UNEs that are currently combined. The information
we requested is essential for AT&T to evaluate whether your current collocation-based offering is
a reasonable means to combine Ameritech UNEs (loops and switches), as well as to assess
possible alternatives.

Your letter attempts to suggest that Amenitech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because it has been waiting for an AT&T proposal. What we agreed to at our
November 6, 1997 mecting, however, was that AT&T would summarize in writing what it
understood Ameritech's position to be on those questions, and that Ameritech would respond in
writing, and that was not ted to any AT&T altemative proposal. If, as you contend, you were
"puzzied" by my November 14% letter, presumably you remained puzzied by my subsequent
requests for the information, and yet you never called and never responded. If Ameritech had a
different understanding, in other words, it was incumbent on Ameritech to respond in some
fashion rather than simply remain silent for threx months.

Your latest letter, moreover, is not responsive. We fully understand that Ameritech has
provided CLECs with their own switches access to your unbundled loops by using collocation 10
connect to their networks. AT&T's questions were posed to gain an understanding of whether
Ameritech's collocation product, designed for connecting UNEs in an environment for CLEC
switch providers 1o access unbundled loops in your network, is reasonable when Ameritech
provides both the loops and the switch. As we discussed in our meeting, it is AT&T's view that

9
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Bonnic Hemphill
February 27. 1998
Page 2

collocation 2s a method to connect an ILEC’s own switches with its own unbundled loops serves
no valid commercial purpose, but additional information, which only Ameritech holds, is needed
ta more fully evaluate this issuc. The "three points” and the "extensive documentation” which
you outline in your letter thus fail to address the questions posed in my letter.

Further, your statement that [ or anyone else from AT&T said we were not authorized to
discuss AT&T's views is just plain wrong. We came to the meeting secking clarification and
detail around Ameritech's position, as indicated above. It is, after all, up 10 Ameritech to state
how it proposes 1o make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs based upon the 8 Circuit's
decision, before CLECs can determine how they might be combined. Additionally, however, we
discussed preliminarily AT&T's proposal to utilize the "recent change process" to separate and
reconnect Ameritech's unbundled loops and ports, although of course not in the level of detail that

would be necessary to work through those issues. As indicated below, we arc prepared 1o pursue
those discussions.

Frankly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritech's insistence upon attorney involvement
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues,
appears to be a big part of thc problem. In an effort to proceced on a business to business level, |
would suggest the following. First, 1 would appreciate a response to our questions included in my
February 10, 1997 lefticr. Second, [ propose we schedule a meeting to discuss- AT&T's "recent
change proposal” in greater detail, approximately a week subsequent to Ameritech's response to
our questions. The meeting would be held without attorneys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's
letter to John Lenahan on October 23, 1997, AT&T is prepared to pursue these discussions,
without prejudice to either party's legal position, from an operational and business perspective.
You are exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the account team.

Your prompt written reply would be appreciated. Please call if you would like to discuss
any espect of this marter in greater detail.

Sincerely,

Blferretl

Bruce Bennett

BB/cy
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March 16, 1998 T
VIA FAX: (312) 230-3834 & FIRST CLASS MAIL

Vice President - Ceatral States Local Service Organization
ATET .

227 West Monroe Strest, 13 Floor

Chicago, Illincis 60506

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing pursuant to Section 25.3 of the Interconusction Agreements under Sections 251 and
252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 by and between Amexitech and AT&T (individually zyd
collectively, the “Agreement™) 1o require rencgouation of sertain provimons of the Agreement in light of
the final and nonappealable decision of the United States Count of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit in Jpwa
Utilities Board v. F.C.C., 120 F.3d 753, (8" Cir. 1997), which decision vacated cenain rules containe? in

Part 51 of Title 47 of the Code of Federal Regulations (such vacated rules referred 10 herein as the
“Vacated Rules’).

As you know, the Vacated Rules were in cffect when the Agreement was negotiated, arbitra 4,
signed and approved. Consistent with Section 29.3, the Eighth Circuit's final and nonappesalablc
“~cision vacating the Vacated Rules gives rise to an “Amendment fo the Act”’ (as defined in Sectior 29.3

he Agreement) and Ameritech therefore demands renegotiation of the provisions in the Agreement
wat were affected by such Amendment to the Act.

in keeping with the good faith requirement of Section 29.3, Ameritech requests that AT&T
1éznnufy a point of contzct to negotiats the amendment. Accordingly, please identify 1o mc in wm.ug Dy

no later than March 23, 1998, AT&T's point of contact and I will have the applicable Ameritech i .,
negolalion tcam contact that individual. vl

[f you have any questions, please call me at (312) 335-6531.

Sincerely,

T lmik

cc: Bonnic Hr:mphlll '
AT&T Vice President - Law & Govermnment Affairs
VIA FAX: (312) 230-8835
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Philip S. Abrahams

13th Floor
Senlor Attorney 227 West Monvoe Street
Chkago, Ulinois €0606
312 230-2645
~March 23, 1998 b
3

"Via Fax axgd U.S. Mail

Mr. Michae] J. Karson

Vice President & General Counsel
Ameritech Information Industry Scmces
350 North Orleans

Floor 5

Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Mike: .

This is in response to Ted Edwards’ March 16, 1998 letter proposing that our

" companies renegotiate certain provisions of the Interconnection Agreement in Lght of
the “final and nonappealable” decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the
Eighth Circuit.

- Since Ted’s letter is not explicit, please submit to me, in writing, the specific
provisions of the Interconnection Agreement that you wish to renegotiate and indicate
the basis for that request (i.e., please cross-reference those provisions to the “fint! and
nonappealable” portions of the Eighth Circuit’s decision). Upon receipt, AT&1 can
both determine if our companies are in agreement with the starus of the portier (s) of
the order in question and how to move forward under Section 29.3 of the
Interconnection Agreement.

Sincerely,
Philip S. Abrahams
cc: Ted Edwards ~ Amentech

Jane Medlin
Bill West
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NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP'

" CHICAGO -- Although Ameritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map”
for RHCs to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study
that it's "impossible" to follow those directions, Ameritech Chmn. Richard Notebaert told reporters Tues.
in news conference here. He said Ameritech has decided it can't file any more entry applications until it
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation of Telecom Act checklist j
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to

win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

However, on closer study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system — for example, to accept 6 entries instead of 2 -- and information that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BellSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions will be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC will
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, St. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply forward-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal level,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged telcos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers’ at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took form of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cellular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a third of the cable households where our service is up and running,” he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cellular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands." Notebaert warned that “that kind of thinking is the
path to oblivion” and all companies must "unshackle our imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror.”

CDviaNewsEDGE
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Review of Ameritech )
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection, )
Unbundled Network Elements, and Recipro- ) Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC
cal Compensation for Transport and Termi- )
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic. )

SECOND ENTRY ON REHEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) On June 19, 1997, the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre-
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Ameritech Ohio

* (Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in-
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for provi-
sioning unbundled network elements as required by the Tele-
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act)! and this Commis-

sion's local service guidelines set forth in Case No. 95-845-TP-
COI (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18, 1997, the Commission issued an Entry on

Rehearing modifying and clarifying, to the limited extent
addressed therein, the June 19, 1997 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20, 1997, applications for rehearing of the Com-
mission's September 18, 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech, AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T),
and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)2 pursuant
to Section 4903.10, Revised Code, and Rule 4901-1-35, Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for

rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and MCL

(4) In their joint application for rehearing, AT&T and MCI aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18. 1997 Entry on
Rehearing concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc-
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCI allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

Codified as 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq.

Consistent with their earlier practices in this matter, AT&T and MCI submitted a joint application for
rehearing.

2
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